Introduction
A term of "competitiveness" is diffi cult to defi ne. Its unclearness and ambiguity is the main problem to explain for the researchers in this fi eld (Aniśkowicz 2013, p. 56 ). According to neoclassical economics the competitiveness is determined within the framework of microeconomic theory of prices on a perfectly competitive market, the marketing theory examines the competitiveness from the consumer's point of view of the consumer, and in strategic management competitiveness is explained close to the concept of economic effi ciency (Chmielak 2004, p. 11) . Even the scope of competitiveness is very wide -it can be considered from the following levels: global (mega scale), country (macro scale), sector (mezzo scale) and enterprise (micro scale) (Gardocka-Jałowiec 2007, p. 173). It is just the last level that is concerned in the article.
Speaking about competitiveness of an enterprise one can emphasize the importance of its products/services quality and prices (Brémond, Salort 1994) , effective implementation of business objectives (Stankiewicz 2005) , providing value added for stakeholders (Dwyer, or being profi table (Lombana 2006, pp. 32-43) . Moreover, the competitiveness can be divided into, so called, factorial and resulting (Lubiński, Michalski et al. 1995) . Factorial competitiveness applies to the company's activities which lead to effective competition and building competitiveness in the long term, e.g. a rapid response to environmental changes or a skillful use of available resources. In turn, the resulting competitiveness is the result of competition and can be identifi ed with, for example, the acquired market share or fi nancial results. Industrial recognition of the company's competitiveness is equally important. For example, evaluating competitiveness of farms M. Wigier (2014, p. 88) took into account the resources of production factors, effi ciency of their use, dynamic and direction of structural changes.
Competitiveness of an enterprise is often linked with its performance. In that way of thinking performance is a state of competitiveness of the enterprise which ensures sustainable presence on the market, generating future results that arise as a result of meeting strategic objectives (Bumbescu 2015, p. 42) . The performance consists of the effi ciency and effectiveness, with which the resources are consumed (effort) and the results are generated (effects) in order to ensure the development of the organization's sphere of interest.
On the background of the above approaches to competitiveness for the purposes of this article the following defi nition of this term is used: competitiveness is the ability to be profi table by effective use of available resources. The next problematic issue that arises is fi nding the appropriate instruments for the operationalization of competitiveness (Bris, Caballero 2015, p. 492 ). According to the adopted defi nition the good measures of competitiveness can be the profi tability ratios. These ratios are used to evaluate a business's ability to generate earnings compared to its expenses incurred during a period of time (Machek 2014, p. 61) . They show the ability of the company to generate profi t and are used by the company, fi nancing institutions, etc. to determine the performance of the company (Berzkalne, Zelgalve 2014, p. 94). Some even think, that they are the indicators of assessing the fi rm's growth, success and control (Kabajeh, Al Nu'aimat, Dahmash 2012, p. 115). In agriculture the level of profi tability is the synthetic indicator of fi nancial standing, which fundamentally affects the assessment of the competitive abilities, which in turn infl uence the possibility of continuation of agricultural production and development perspectives (Gołaś 2009, p. 64) .
However, it is worth noting, that given the importance of the profi tability, the components of competitiveness should be better investigated ( (1997, p. 245) found that agricultural enterprises were more competitive through cost leadership and/or product differentiation. Among sources of competitiveness they indicated: technology, input costs, production economics, product quality and enterprise differentiation, advertising, promotion and external factors. Z. Wysokińska (2001) linked competitiveness to effi cient use of resources of production factors, as well as structural changes taking place in the economy resulting in increased effi ciency of farming. K. Meredyk (2001) claimed that competitiveness is a feature of economic growth and follows directly from the quantity and quality of labour. Also A. Czyżewski and K. Smędzik-Ambroży (2015, p. 117) listed absorbency of labour, as well as absorbency of assets, as basic indicators of effectiveness of agricultural sector.
Given the above brief literature review, there are many factors which infl uence competitiveness of agricultural enterprises. They can be divided into different categories. One of them includes resources based factors. Traditionally in agriculture resources are linked with production factors such as: land, labor and capital (Harris, Codur 2004, p. 2) . The interesting question is: which of the resources really affect agribusinesses' competitiveness and how strong is this impact? To address this, the purpose of this paper is to examine the relationship between selected resourced based factors and competitiveness of agricultural enterprises. The study is done on the basis of statistical data on selected Polish companies operating in agriculture. Vol. 20, No. 1
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Material and methods
The present study utilizes a sampling frame consisting of agricultural entities from the "List of the 300 best agricultural enterprises", also known as "300 ranking" or "300 list", prepared annually by Instytut Ekonomiki Rolnictwa i Gospodarki Żywnościowej -Państwowy Instytut Badawczy (Institute of Agricultural and Food Economics -the National Research Institute in Poland) (IAFE 2010 , IAFE 2011 , IAFE 2012 , IAFE 2013 . The list includes agricultural enterprises established from the property of the Treasury (former state farms) and agricultural production cooperatives. The source data are collected using a specially designed questionnaire, which is aligned with the offi cial items of fi nancial statements.
The study analyzes the following types of agricultural enterprises:   agricultural production cooperatives -APC,   companies of state agency (Agricultural Property Agency) -CSA,   private companies -PC,   the rest of the entities -RE.
The time range of this study covers the years 2010 -2013. The analysis is made of the sample of almost 300 entities in every year. It does not include over a dozen individual farms from the "300 list". Besides, in every year several agricultural enterprises from the "300 list" were not taken to the analysis because of the data inconsistencies. The detailed data on the size of the research sample are presented in table 1. The detailed data on the characteristics of enterprises in the research sample are presented in table 2. The main characteristics of analyzed enterprises are very varied. The presented statistics (min, mean, max, standard deviation) show that there are huge differences between these entities in terms of their competitiveness (profi tability ratios) and resources. In years 2010-2013 the analyzed enterprises hired on average 38 people, cultivated over 1 000 ha of agricultural land of good quality (the average bonitation index was approximately 1,1) and increased assets from 1,5 mln to almost 2 mln PLN. They achieved differentiated average profi tability ratios: ROS from -9,7 to 0,4, ROA from 5,6 to 11,8, ROE from 8,5 to 17 and value index (VI) from 2,1 to 3,1. An interesting observation is that the level of competitiveness measured by profi tability ratios varied from year to year while the values of resources remained relatively constant. This fi nding is confi rmed by the data presented at the bottom of the table 2 and graphically in fi gure 1.
To add insight to the understanding how the competitiveness in Polish agricultural enterprises looks like, the author proposes a set of four hypotheses.   return on sales (ROS) -the ratio of profi t on sales to the sum of revenues from sales of products, goods and materials. The operating costs, calculated in the profi t on sales, include also the labor costs of member-workers of agricultural production cooperatives,   return on assets (ROA) -the ratio of net fi nancial profi t, adjusted for profi t (-) or losses (+) from the disposal of non-fi nancial assets, to the value of general assets at the end of a year,   return on equity (ROE) -the ratio of net fi nancial profi t, adjusted for profi t (-) or losses (+) from the disposal of non-fi nancial assets, to capital equity at the end of a year,   value index (VI) -the ratio of return on equity and the cost of capital equity containing, among others, an average interest rates on bank deposits; only index higher than one means that the value of the enterprise was increased for its owners. The level of employment is measured as an average number of employees in every year, including worker-members working in cooperatives. The size of agricultural land means the area of land designated for agricultural activity. It includes arable land, permanent grassland and permanent plantations. The bonitation index is a synthetic measure of the quality of agricultural land calculated as the ratio of the conversion surface to the physical surface of the agricultural land. The size of assets includes the value of general assets indicated in balance sheet.
The data analysis was done in STATISTICA software. In order to accomplish the objectives of research and verify hypotheses the correlation analysis was used. Because all the variables were not normally distributed there was a need to use the non-parametric methods of correlation analysis. This type of analysis is used to accurately determine the degree to which two variables are related. The following formula of statistical hypotheses was adopted (Stanisz 2006, p. 197 ):   null hypothesis H 0 : there is a lack of correlation between variables;   alternative hypothesis H 1 : there is a correlation between variables.
The process of verifying hypotheses consisted in rejecting the null hypothesis in favor of the adoption of its alternative. The correlation was statistically signifi cant with the p-value lower than α = 0.05. The correlation analysis used in this study was based on the calculation and interpretation of Spearman's Vol. 20, No. 1 MAŁGORZATA MATYJA rank coeffi cient. This coeffi cient takes values from the range of ≤-1, 1≥. Minus coeffi cient indicated the negative correlation. The higher the absolute value of the coeffi cient was, the stronger was the correlation between the variables. Particularly, a scale for evaluating the strength of the correlation between variables was the following (Stanisz 2006 , p. 293):   correlation coeffi cient = 0 -variables are not correlated,   0 < correlation coeffi cient < |0,1| -correlation very weak,   |0,1| ≤ correlation coeffi cient < |0,3| -correlation weak,   |0,3| ≤ correlation coeffi cient < |0,5| -correlation average,   |0,5| ≤ correlation coeffi cient < |0,7| -correlation high,   |0,7| ≤ correlation coeffi cient < |0,9| -correlation very high,   |0,9| ≤ correlation coeffi cient < |1| -correlation almost full.
Results
To sum up, the Spearman's rank correlation was conducted to determine if and how the selected resources based factors (employment, the size and quality of agricultural land and the size of assets) were associated with the competitiveness of agricultural enterprises (measured by ROS, ROA, ROE and VI). The values of correlation coeffi cients are presented in table 3. The presence of a correlation between particular variables is highlighted in bold font. The main fi ndings from the correlation analysis are in part quite obvious, and in part surprising. Their interpretation is presented below.
The level of employment is found to be signifi cantly, negatively and mostly weakly correlated with ROA (except of year 2013), ROE and VI (except of year 2013). This seems to be explainable because the more people are hired, the higher are the salary costs and the lower is the profi t which is attributable to a relatively constant value of assets or equity. The different situation is in the case of ROS. This indicator divides the profi t between revenues from sales which can vary seriously from year to year due to the impact of weather conditions on the value of sale. This might be simply the consequence of fl uctuations in prices of agricultural products. Vol. 20, No. 1
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The bonitation index is found to be signifi cantly, positively and weakly correlated with ROS (except of year 2013). The higher quality of agricultural land is, the higher are both: the revenues and the profi t with relatively constant cost of sales. However, the analysis has shown that the higher quality of agricultural land has nothing in common with the increase or decrease of ROA, ROE or VI.
The assets are found to be signifi cantly, positively and weakly correlated with ROS. This relationship might be a result of keeping and selling from current assets, especially inventories.
The assets are found to be signifi cantly, negatively and weakly correlated with ROA, ROE, VI (except of year 2013). The analysis confi rmed that the larger size of assets the agricultural enterprises have, the less is the return on assets and equity, and as a consequence the lower is the value index. The value of assets and equity in agricultural sector is usually very high and achieved gains are disproportionate. Greater assets means more problems with their control.
The size of agricultural land is found to be not correlated with ROS, ROA, ROE and VI. This fi nding seems to be the most surprising. It turns out that no matter how big land is cultivated in the context of agricultural enterprises' competitiveness. It means, more or less, that small companies, with relatively small agricultural land, can achieve the same or even higher profi tability ratios as the big ones, and vice versa. The size of agricultural land does not infl uence the enterprise profi tability.
Conclusions
Some important conclusions can be drawn in the light of a brief literature review and the results of the analysis made in this paper. Firstly, the profi tability ratios such as ROS, ROE, ROA or VI seem to be insuffi cient measures of company's competitiveness. They show only the part of enterprise's fi nancial side and do not include other important aspects of its achievements. Additionally, in some cases they are not good measures of company's performance at all. This applies mainly to cooperatives which are not-profi t oriented enterprises as their major goal is to provide benefi ts to their members and local community. In this area, therefore, it is worth to analyze the impact of various factors of production also on other elements of competitiveness, such as the price of sold products, their quality, the ability to penetrate the market, the ability to achieve business goals, etc.
Secondly, the correlation analysis proved that there is a relatively small relationship between main resources based factors and competitiveness (or Resources based factors of competitiveness of agricultural enterprises more precisely -profi tability) of agricultural enterprises. It was also confi rmed by fi g. 1. which showed a relatively constant level of analyzed resources in every year compared to large variability of profi tability ratios. This observation means that other factors have stronger impact on company's competitiveness. They can probably refer to intangible resources (such as relational capital, know-how, managerial competencies, technological resources etc.) and external conditions (such as climate, legal issues) of agricultural enterprises. However, it should be also noted that in the short term (the time range of the study are four years) the profi tability of agricultural enterprises is determined mainly by agricultural commodity prices and operating costs. This relationship usually becomes less important in the long term, and a greater role can play just resource factors. This research problem should therefore be examined also in a broader time horizon. Thirdly, it is also worth to look at the analysis of the competitiveness of agricultural enterprises from the side of orientation of their production. There may be some correlation between available resources of land, labor and capital and the structure of production. This in turn may be related to the competitiveness of agribusiness entities.
Lastly, the paper points out the huge differences in terms of competitiveness/ profi tability of companies operating in agriculture. Therefore, they need to be examined more deeply. Finding out what makes them perform better or worse seems to be not only scientifi cally justifi ed but also interesting in the objective point of view.
Summary
Resourced based factors of competitiveness of agricultural enterprises Among many different defi nitions of competitiveness it is diffi cult to pinpoint the most appropriate one. In the paper it was defi ned as the ability to be profi table by effective use of available resources. The profi tability ratios (ROS, ROA, ROE and value index) were proposed as measures of competitiveness and resources were indicated as one of the group of factors that has an impact on it. Precisely, the purpose of the paper was to examine the relationship between selected resourced based factors and competitiveness of agricultural enterprises. The study was done with the use of correlation analysis on the basis of statistical data on selected Polish companies operating in agriculture. The main fi nding was Vol. 
